The probability of target presentation in visual search tasks influences target detection performance: this is known as the prevalence effect (Wolfe, Horowitz & Kenner, 2005).
. Error rates and correct-response RTs in the different relative prevalence conditions. The left column of graphs are the error rates, the right column of graphs are the RTs. In both, a target was presented overall on 50% of trials. White bars represent target-present trials; shaded bars represent target-absent trials. Metals=Single-target metals; IEDs=Single-target IEDs; Dual=Dual-target search. Error bars represent ±SEM. leads to, as has been suggested previously (Miller & Bauer, 1981; Wolfe et al., 2007) , a higher criterion for detection, then this would account for why the lower-prevalence targets exhibited a higher scaled RT score in dual-target search. Under Miller and Bauer"s (1981) shifting-criterion account, a consequence of a higher criterion is that more evidence (and therefore more time) is required to detect the target. Conversely, in conditions of higherprevalence, a lower criterion will be set for target detection, leading to a reduction in RTs and an increase in the chance that the target will be detected. Given a higher criterion for the lowprevalence target, the search termination threshold (Chun & Wolfe, 1996) could be reached and a target-absent response could occur before enough evidence has been acquired to identify a target. In essence, participants may be giving an "absent" response when the lowerprevalence target is present simply because the target has failed to reach the criterion for detection by that point. A similar account has been used to explain why low-prevalence targets are often missed (Wolfe et al., 2005) , and here the same effect occurs even though the target-absent responses are not speeded. This higher-criterion explanation accounts for the data, and suggests that each target does indeed have its own criterion.
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As eye-movement recordings have contributed to exploring the nature of the DTC so far (Menneer et al., 2008), we suggest that future studies investigating the impact of relative prevalence would also benefit from examining eye-movement behaviour in dual-target search. When searching for targets of varied prevalence, do participants show some form of preferential guidance for the higher-prevalence target? The present results suggest that this may be the case, based upon the analyses of the target-present trials. However, based upon the analyses of the target-absent trials, which still suggested poor guidance in dual-target search by demonstrating the presence of the DTC, it may be the case that the mere act of searching for two targets leads to an inescapable reduction in the quality of guidance in visual search.
From an applied perspective, these results are valuable because they suggest that previous examinations of the DTC may have underestimated the DTC for low prevalence targets in real-world visual search. Accuracy may therefore be high in search for highprevalence targets, but finding these high-prevalence targets (e.g., bottles of liquid which were recently banned from carry-on baggage, razor blades), could come at the price of missing low-prevalence targets (e.g., explosives, guns). These results, in conjunction with previous work (e.g., Wolfe et al., 2007) suggest that the real-world task of airport screening be modified such that screeners are exposed to increased numbers of low-prevalence targets, using the Threat Image Projection system, which builds computer-generated threat images into the displays presented to screeners. This may be able to counteract the impact of low prevalence for these targets.
